The GC considered two old proposals. Both involved first deciding whether the names had adequate descriptive material to be validly published. After this was agreed by the GC (see Report 16), the committee voted on whether to conserve or reject (respectively) the names. The proposals were not referred back to the NCVP since the wording of NCVP Report 61 made it clear that the NCVP would have accepted both proposals if the NCVP had agreed that the names were validly published. The GC accepted both proposals: prop. (1564) to conserve Platonia insignis (21-1-2-1), i.e., that name is conserved, and prop. (1601) to reject Agave noah (22-1-1-1), i.e., that name is rejected.
Nomenclature Committee for Vascular Plants Report 67 (Taxon 65: 169-182016) Proposals to conserve or reject names
The following conservation and rejection proposals under Art. 14 and 56 are approved as recommended by the NCVP, i.e., the names are conserved or rejected as indicated. Names for which authorship is shown involve conservation against (or on account of) earlier homonyms.
(1357) cons. Bidens with feminine gender (22-2-1-0); (2277) cons. Orchis italica (typ. cons.; 23-2-0-0); (2278) The following conservation and rejection proposals are declined, as recommended by the NCVP, i.e., the names are NOT conserved or rejected as indicated: (2293) Prop. (2297) to conserve Aconogonon (Meisn.) Rchb. with that spelling was rejected after two ballots as being unnecessary (first vote 12-13-0-0; second vote 2-21-2-0), i.e., the generic name is regarded as based on Polygonum sect. Aconogonon Meisn., NOT as a nomen novum published by Reichenbach.
Prop. (2322) to conserve Viburnum betulifolium Batalin was recommended by the NC on Fossils (see Report 10) but not recommended by the NCVP. The GC voted by a narrow super-majority (votes 15-9-1-0) to conserve the name. Members supporting conservation felt that this name applies to a horticulturally important plant and therefore conservation is appropriate, and whether the taxon is treated in a broad or narrow sense is a separate taxonomic matter. The following proposals to add publications to the list in Code Appendix VI of "Suppressed Works" were approved: (9-12) two publications of List of Indian Woods collected by N. Wallich, and two publications of selections from this List ("principal trees" and "Catalogue of woods peculiar to Goalpara"); (13) The GC is concerned at the increasing number of requests about possibly confusable names, most of which end up being ruled as not confusable. This increase may be partly due to the now widespread use of databases, in which similar names in very disparate groups may cause confusion, particularly if any spellings are incorrect. Where epithets have been based on the same surname, this does not make them confusable per se, as illustrated by Requests (23) and (24) in this report, which are clear examples of non-confusable names. As stated in NCVP Report 67: "It is not desirable to create two epithets that use genitive (substantive) and adjectival forms of the same surname, but it is legal, and they are easily distinguished by sound and spelling."
N O M E N CL AT U R E CO M M I T T E E R E P O R T S
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Guidelines to help people recognise confusable names have been widely discussed by this and the other nomenclatural committees, but it is impossible to give strict rules because each case has unique features. Generalised guidelines are published regularly in Taxon (e.g., McNeill in Taxon 64: 177-178. 2015). As stated there, factors that may be relevant in deciding whether similar names should be considered homonyms or not include: taxonomic assignment (whether they apply to closely or distantly related taxa), nomenclatural status (e.g., legitimacy), orthographical variation (how different are the spellings of the names), derivation, history and frequency of use, geographical distribution of the taxa concerned, and significance of the taxa (e.g., whether the taxa are economically or ecologically important in some way). In addition, the last sentence of Art. 53.3 should be taken into account, i.e., to continue established practice if it maintains nomenclatural stability. 
Proposals to conserve or reject names
The following conservation and rejection proposals under Art. 14 and 56 are approved as recommended by the NCFoss, i.e., the names are conserved or rejected as indicated. Names for which authorship is included involve conservation against (or on account of) earlier homonyms. The following conservation proposals are declined, as recommended by the NCFoss, i.e., the names are NOT conserved as indicated: (2242) Request for a binding decision under Art. 53.5 on confusable names Sycidium (fossil Characeae) and Sykidion (extant Chlorophy ceae) and also the family names Sycidiaceae (order Sycidiales) and Sykidiaceae (order Sykidiales) are ruled (4-20-0-0) not to be sufficiently similar to be confused. This is in line with the recommendations of both the NC Algae and NC Fossils. The GC accepted or rejected all of the proposals as recommended by the NCA in its report, as well as a related proposal in NCA Report 17 (Taxon 66: 481-482. 2017).
The following conservation proposals under Art. 14 are approved as recommended by the NCA, i.e., the names are conserved. Names for which authorship is shown involve conservation against (or on account of) earlier homonyms. The following conservation proposals under Art. 14 are approved as recommended by the NCB, i.e., the names are conserved: (1811) cons. Leptodontium proliferum (24-0-1-0); (2017) cons. Vesicularia (Müll. Hal.) Müll. Hal.; (2384) cons. Bryum pallescens (23-1-1-0) .
The following conservation proposal is declined, as recommended by the NCB, i.e., the name is NOT conserved: (2001) cons. Webera tenuifolia (1-23-1-0) . The following conservation and rejection proposals under Art. 14 and 56 are approved as recommended by the NCVP, i.e., the names are conserved or rejected as indicated. Names for which authorship is shown involve conservation against (or on account of) earlier homonyms.
(1839) cons. Leysera (24-0-1-0); (1840) The following conservation and rejection proposals are declined, as recommended by the NCVP, i.e., the names are NOT conserved or rejected as indicated: (1920) Proposal (2400) to conserve Ophrys subfusca (typ. cons.) was rejected (0-24-1-0) because of typification problems. The GC was informed that the putative type specimen in W is not original material and therefore cannot be accepted as either a holotype or lectotype. This leaves it open to interested parties to find another solution, e.g., to find a suitable type or propose rejection of the name under Art. 56.
Two proposals without recommendation from the NCVP were accepted by the GC: (2342) cons. Leucostegia immersa (19-4-2-0); (2346) cons. Calandrinia grandiflora (21-3-1-0).
Three proposals without recommendation from the NCVP were rejected by the GC after considerable discussion: (2312) rej. Dianthus hungaricus (9-15-1-0); (2330) cons. Tamarix ramosissima (5-18-1-1; typification of T. pentandra needs to be resolved); (2333) cons. Twee dia (typ. cons.) (7-17-1-0) .
Two proposals without recommendation from the NCVP are still under consideration: (2296) Request (27) : the descriptive statement associated with Agave gustaviana is considered adequate for valid publication (24-0-1-0).
The descriptive statements associated with the following names are considered inadequate for the name to be considered validly published: ( 
The following conservation proposals under Art. 14 are approved as recommended by the NCFoss, i.e., the names are conserved. Names for which authorship is shown involve conservation against (or on account of) earlier homonyms. The following conservation proposals are declined, as recommended by the NCFoss, i.e., the names are NOT conserved: (2408) cons. Ephedrites cheniae (0-24-1-0); (2490) cons. Laevigatosporites with that spelling (1-23-1-0).
Requests for binding decisions under Art. 53.5 on confusable names Requests (50-52): the names in each of the pairwise comparisons between Laevigata-sporites, Laevigati-sporites and Laevigatosporites are ruled as not being sufficiently similar to be confusing (all three requests: 6-18-1-0).
As pointed out in the NCFoss report, declaring one or more of the fossil generic names in a group like this to be homonyms would cause considerable nomenclatural disruption. Because these generic names are only rarely used outside the palynological and biostratigraphic literature it was the unanimous view of the NCFoss that the disruption caused by such a decision would be worse than the potential for confusion by authors unaccustomed to such similar names. Perhaps a voted example could be included in the Code to clarify this exceptional naming convention for fossil spore/pollen names.
